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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In paragraphs 5-22, claims 1-5, 7-11, 13-17, 21, 26-30, 32-36, 38-42, 46, 51-55, 57-61, 63- 
67, and 71 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Gupta et al. (herein 
Gupta), U.S. Publication No 2002/0099777 Al . The rejection is traversed and reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. 

Gupta describes a system and method for integrating collaboration activities into email. The 
term "collaborative message" is used to describe this special email. The collaborative message 
includes a query portion 132, a feedback portion 134, a respondent's portion 136, and an 
attachment portion 138 (see FIG. 2). At paragraph [0050], examples of collaborative email have 
been given to include, new message icon, a menu selection, a control-key sequence, a particular 
one of multiple templates or forms stored by the email program, forwarding templates or forms 
stored by the email program, and forwarding of a previously received collaborative email 
message. The examiner has pointed out that at [0090], comments from recipients may be able to 
indicate whether their comment should be anonymous. However, at [0028] Gupta makes clear 
that the initial collaborative email message generated by a message author is sent to recipients 
identified on a distribution list, and further at [01 10], Gupta discloses that the newly created 
collaborative email message is communicated to the email server associated with each recipient 
in the distribution list. Independent claims 1, 8, 26, 33, 51 and 58 claims that each computer 
system in the said group of computer systems is anonymous to the first computer system. Thus 
Gupta is not the same as is claimed, because in Gupta, the recipients of the initial message are 
identified in a distribution list, and are thus known to the author of the initial message (the first 
computer system). 

Further, the independent claims have been amended to make clear that each computer system 
in the group of computers system has a filter for filtering the message for keywords of specific 
interest to the respective computer system. Gupta does disclose the use of filters for filtering 
messages upon receipt, but the filters in Gupta allows collaborative email messages to be copied 
or moved to a particular folder(s) of the recipient for easy organization (see [0074]). As claimed 
in the independent claims, the claimed filtering is by key words of specific interest to the 
recipient to filter out messages of no interest to the recipient. As claimed, the messages that do 
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not pass the filter are not seen by the second computer systems. As claimed, the filters may be 
different for each recipient to find only messages containing keywords of specific interest to the 
recipient in order for the recipient to see the message, which keywords might be different for 
each recipient. 

The examiner's attention is directed to US Patent No. 6,71 1,154 Bl issued Mar. 23, 2004 to 
O'Neal (hereinafter O'Neal) and cited in a related application wherein filters are applied the 
email, voice and Fax messages to provide for storage, retrieval, message filtering, and alert 
notification of received messages, according to user defined criteria. In O'Neal, it is submitted 
that all messages are received, but the filtering is used to enter message alerts (see Col. 12, lines 
1 1-30). Thus, in O'Neal, messages are filtered for the purpose of alerting a user rather than to 
filter for keywords of specific interest to the individual recipient such that the recipient does not 
see messages that do not pass the filter, as claimed. 

The examiner's attention is also directed to US Patent No. 6,209,100 Bl issued Mar. 27, 
2001 to Robertson et al. (hereinafter Robertson) cited in a related application wherein when a 
contributor is composing a new message for a moderated discussion, the contributor is given a 
choice of attributing authorship of the message to "Anonymous". A methodology for operating 
a moderated forum is disclosed whether or not any of the participants are anonymous to other 
participants and/or the moderator (see Col. 3, lines 65-67). In Robertson, messages are posted by 
participants (Col. 4, lines 1-2) and the messages submitted by participants are examined by a 
moderator to decide if a message submitted by a participant is suitable for publication (see Col. 
4, lines 23-25). In Robertson, there is no filtering, as claimed. 

It is respectfully submitted that independent claims 1, 8, 26, 33, 51, and 58 are allowable 
under 35 U.S. C. 102(e) over Gupta, which allowance is respectfully requested. It is further 
submitted that independent claims 1, 8, 26, 33, 51, and 58, and claims depended therefrom, are 
allowable over Gupta in view of O'Neal, and further in view of Robertson, which allowance is 
respectfully requested. 

In paragraphs 23-36 of the office action, selected ones of the dependent claims are rejected 
under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gupta in combination with various other 
references. Is it submitted that the amendments to the independent claims as outlined above 
make claims depended therefrom allowable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Gupta in combination 
with the other references, which allowance is respectfully requested. 
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Claims 20, 45 and 70 have been canceled, and claims 14, 39 and 64 have been amended to be 
consistent with the filtering claimed in the independent claims from which they depend. 

Claims 23, 48 and 73 are amended to correct typographical mistakes made through error and 
without deceptive intent. 

It is respectfully submitted that the application is now in condition for allowance, which 
allowance is respectfully requested. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED 

/Floyd A. Gonzalez/ 

FLOYD A. GONZALEZ- Attorney 
Registration No. 26,732 
Phone: 845-433-7282 
Fax: 845-432-9786 
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